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DETAILED ACTION 



1. 



Claims 1-26 are pending in this Office Action. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 



2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 8 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

The phrase "the predefined lock conflicting with either a shared lock or an 
exclusive lock placed on the join view but not conflicting with another predefined lock 
placed on the join view" is recited in claims 8 and 18; page 25, line 5-7; page 28, lines 
6-8, the phrase is unclear whether a shared lock but not conflicting with another 
predefined lock placed on the join view or an exclusive lock but not conflicting with 
another predefined lock placed on the join view or the predefined lock but not conflicting 
with another predefined lock placed on the join view. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 



4. 



35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 



Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 
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5. Claims 1-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C.101 because the language of the claim 
raises a question as to whether the claim is directed merely to an abstract idea that is 
not tied to a technological art, environment or machine which would result in a practice 
application producing a concrete, useful, and tangible result to form the basis of 
statutory subject matter under 35 U.S.C 101. 

Claims 1-26 recites "a method or a system". However, the claims fail to contain a 
computer that is used implemented the system so as to realize its functionality. Thus, 
the bodies of claims are merely abstract idea and are being processed without any links 
to a practical result in the technology arts and without computer manipulation. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

6. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

7. Claims 1,2, and 12-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Ganesh et al (or hereinafter "Ganesh") (US 6353828). 

As to claim 1 , Ganesh teaches the claimed limitations: 

"a method for use with a database system that stores a join view associated 

with plural base relations" as (col. 3, lines 15-20), comprising: 

"receiving modification operations that modify at least two of the base 

relations of the join view" as (col. 3, lines 38-46); 



Application/Control Number: 10/767,681 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2162 

"re-ordering the received modification operations to avoid execution of 
modification operations of more than one of the at least two base relations at one time 
in the database system" as (col. 4, lines 15-45). 

As to claim 2, Ganesh teaches the claimed limitation "wherein receiving the 
modification operations comprises receiving a first modification operation to modify a 
first base relation of the join view, and a second modification operation to modify a 
second base relation of the join view (col. 3, lines 38-53), 

" wherein re-ordering the modification operations comprises: 

determining that the first modification operation conflicts with the 
second modification operation based on the first and second modification operations 
modifying more than one base relation of the join view" as (fig. 6, col. 3, lines 38-67; 
col. 4, lines 1-15); and 

"selecting one of the first and second modification operations for 
execution in the database system" as (col. 4, lines 15-45). 

As to claim 12, Ganesh teaches the claimed limitations: 
"a method for use with a database system that stores a join view associated 
with plural base relations" as (col. 3, lines 15-20), comprising: 

"receiving modification operations that modify at least two of the base 
relations of the join view" as (col. 3, lines 38-46); 

re-ordering the received modification operations to avoid execution of 
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modification operations of more than one of the at least two base relations of the join 
view (col. 4, lines 15-45). 

Claim 13 is rejected under the same reason as discussed in claim 2. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 3-5, 14 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ganesh et al (or hereinafter "Ganesh") (US 6353828) in view of 
Findleton et al (or hereafter Tindleton") (US 2005/0108231 ). 

As to claim 3, Ganesh teaches the claimed limitations: 

"wherein selecting one of the first and second modification operations 
comprises selecting the first modification operation" as (col. 4, lines 15-45). 

Ganesh does not teach the claimed limitation "storing the second modification 
operation in a queue". 

Findleton teaches adding transactions to execution queue (fig. 4). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Findleton's teaching of adding transactions to 
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execution queue to Ganesh's system in order to prevent conflicts when two transaction 
access a record for modifying at the same time. 

As to claim 4, Ganesh teaches the claimed limitation "waiting for the first 
modification operation to complete execution before scheduling the second 
modification operation for operation" as (col. 10, lines 45-67). 

As to claim 5, Ganesh does not explicitly teach the claimed limitations: 

"receiving a third modification operation to modify the first base relation of the join 
view, the method further comprising: storing the third modification operation in the 
queue; and scheduling the third modification operation for execution in the database 
system ahead of the second modification operation". 

Findleton teaches receiving transaction to modify the database and storing all 
transaction in queue and scheduling of transactions (fig. 4, abstract; paragraph [0040]). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Findleton's teaching of receiving transaction to modify 
the database and storing all transaction in queue and scheduling of transactions to 
Ganesh system in order to prevent deadlock and further prevent conflicts when two 
transaction access a record for modifying at the same time. 

Claim 14 is rejected under the same reason as discussed in claim 3. 
Claim 15 is rejected under the same reason as discussed in claim 4. 
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10. Claims 6 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ganesh et al (or hereinafter "Ganesh") (US 6353828) in view of Findleton and further in 
view of Ngai et al (or hereinafter "Ngai") (US 6574717). 

As to claim 6, Ganesh teaches the claimed limitations: 

"receiving a third modification... modify distinct portions of the first base relation" 
as (col. 4, lines 45-67). 

Ganesh does not explicitly teach the claimed limitations "submitting modifications 
operations to the database system in plural sessions, submitting the first and third 
modification operations through different sessions for concurrent execution in the 
database system". 

Ngai teaches in step 232 the number of sessions is determined. In one 
embodiment involving a licensed database system, the number of sessions is the 
number of users who may use a database at one time according to the license for the 
database system. In another embodiment, the number of sessions is a system 
parameter determined during configuration to limit the number of concurrent 
users for performance reasons. The number of sessions is determined because the 
number of transactions executed concurrently by an instance, and consequently the 
amount of undo storage space used, is expected to depend on the maximum number 
of concurrent users (col. 14, lines 15-30). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Ngai's teaching of the number of sessions is 
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determined. In one embodiment involving a licensed database system, the number of 
sessions is the number of users who may use a database at one time according to the 
license for the database system. In another embodiment, the number of sessions is a 
system parameter determined during configuration to limit the number of concurrent 
users for performance reasons. The number of sessions is determined because the 
number of transactions executed concurrently by an instance, and consequently the 
amount of undo storage space used, is expected to depend on the maximum number 
of concurrent users to Ganesh's system in order to allow resources to be recycled and 
allocated for new uses by other entities in a computer system, but also guarantee the 
resources are retained in a given state for consistent use by other entities, 
even after the entity terminates that first had the resource allocated and prevent 
network traffic when two transactions assigned in the same session. 

Claim 16 is rejected under the same reason as discussed in claim 6. 

1 1 . Claims 6 and 1 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ganesh et al (or hereinafter "Ganesh") (US 6353828) in view of Findleton and further in 
view of Low (US 2005/0131966). 

As to claim 6, Ganesh teaches the claimed limitations: 

"receiving a third modification... modify distinct portions of the first base relation" 
as (col. 4, lines 45-67). 
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Ganesh does not explicitly teach the claimed limitations "submitting modifications 
operations to the database system in plural sessions, submitting the first and third 
modification operations through different sessions for concurrent execution in the 
database system". 

Lou teaches transactions made during the database sessions (paragraph 0046). 

Jt would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Low's teaching of transaction made during the 
database sessions to Ganesh's system to prevent network traffic when two 
transactions assigned in the same session. 

Claim 16 is rejected under the same reason as discussed in claim 6. 

12. Claims 7, 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ganesh et al (or hereinafter "Ganesh") (US 6353828) in view of Findleton and further in 
view of Ho (US 20040254933). 

As to claim 7, Ganesh does teach explicitly the claimed limitation "receiving 
additional modification operations on the first base relation; grouping the modification 
operations on the first base relation into a transaction; submitting the transaction to the 
database system for execution". 

Ho teaches the actions performed on the database are grouped into a series of 
transactions (paragraph [0005]). 
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It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Ho's teaching of the actions performed on the 
database are grouped into a series of transactions to Ganesh's system in order to 
reduce the possibility of a deadlock between separate transactions. 

Claim 17 is rejected under the same reason as discussed in claim 7. 

1 3. Claims 8 and 1 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 

Ganesh et al (or hereinafter "Ganesh") (US 6353828) in view of Cochrane et al (or 

hereinafter "Cochrane") (US 6581205). 

As to claim 8, Ganesh teaches the claimed limitations: 
"in response to a modification operation to modify one of the base relations, 

placing an exclusive lock on the one base relation" as (col. 9, lines 20-30). 

Ganesh does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation" placing a predefined lock 

on the join view, the predefined lock conflicting with either a shared lock or an exclusive 

lock placed on the join view but not conflicting with another predefined lock placed on 

the join view". 

Cochrane teaches placing a U-lock on the record in the materialized view. The 
U-lock conflicting with shared lock (col. 9, lines 50-60). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Gochrane's teaching of placing a U-lock on the record 
in the materialized view. The U-lock conflicting with shared lock to Ganesh's system in 
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order to avoiding deadlocks with other transactions that modifying at least one base 
table of the materialized view and to improve concurrency with other transactions. 

Claim 18 is rejected under the same reason as discussed in claim 8. 

14. Claims 9-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ganesh et al (or hereinafter "Ganesh") (US 6353828) in view of Lomet (US 6754657) 
and Anaya et al (or hereinafter "Anaya") (US 5940828). 

As to claim 9, Ganesh does not explicitly teach the claimed limitations "storing 
pending modification operations in plural queues corresponding to respective plural 
session of the database system; and selecting one of the pending modification 
operations from the queues to schedule for execution in the database system based on 
whether the one pending modification operation conflicts with one or more executing 
modification operations in the database system". 

Anaya teaches storing modification transactions in plural queues (figs. 2-10). 

Lomet teaches schedule transactions to avoid conflicts between transactions 
(col. 4, lines 65-67; col. 5, lines 1-25). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Anaya's teaching of storing modification transactions in 
plural queues and Lomet' s teaching of scheduling transactions to avoid conflicts 
between transactions to Ganesh's system in order to minimize transactions. 
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As to claim 10, Ganesh teaches the claimed limitation "determining that the one 
pending modification operation conflicts with the one or more executing modification 
operations in response to determining that the one pending modification operation 
modifies a different one of the base relations of the join view than a base relation of the 
join view modified by an executing modification operation" as (col. 10, lines 45-67). 

15. Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ganesh 
et al (or hereinafter "Ganesh") (US 6353828) in view of Lomet (US 6754657) and Anaya 
et al (or hereinafter "Anaya") (US 5940828) and Roffe et al (or hereinafter "Roffe") (US 
5442785). 

As to claim 1 1 , Ganesh does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "applying 
a technique to prevent starvation of one of the pending modification operations in 
response to determining that the one pending modification operation has been in one of 
the queues for longer than predetermined time period". 

Roffe teaches FIG. 16 is a flow chart for the Timeout Function that checks the 
Message Response Wait Queue for suspended application programs which are 
waiting for response messages. The Timeout Function is used to detect processes 
which have been waiting for an extended period of time for one or more responses. 
When a program has been suspended for longer than a predetermined period of time, 
theTimeout Function will resume execution of the suspended program (fig. 16). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
invention was made to apply Roffe's teaching of the Timeout Function that checks the 
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Message Response Wait Queue for suspended application programs which are 
waiting for response messages. The Timeout Function is used to detect processes, 
which have been waiting for an extended period of time for one or more responses. 
When a program has been suspended for longer than a predetermined period of time, 
theTimeout Function will resume execution of the suspended program to Ganesh's 
system in order to avoid deadlock situations and data corruption. 

16. Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ganesh 
et al (or hereinafter "Ganesh") (US 6353828) in view of Lomet (US 6754657) and Anaya 
et al (or hereinafter "Anaya") (US 5940828) and Goedken (US 2002/0133494). 

As to claim 1 1, Ganesh does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "applying 
a technique to prevent starvation of one of the pending modification operations in 
response to determining that the one pending modification operation has been in one of 
the queues for longer than predetermined time period". 

Goedken teaches the queue manager 134 determines if the current 
message has been pending for longer than a predetermined period of time. Preferably, 
the queue manager 134 make this determination by cooperating with the message 
mapper 126 to subtract the value of the "Asked" timestamp field in the message map 
database 1 18 from the current date and by comparing the result to a predetermined 
time period (e.g., 10 days). The predetermined time period may be fixed for all 
messages or it may be defined by the information request message 18 (paragraph 
[0191]). 
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It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
invention was made to apply Goedken's teaching of the queue manager 134 
determines if the current message has been pending for longer than a predetermined 
period of time to Ganesh's system in order to avoid deadlock situations and data 
corruption. 

17. Claims 19-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ganesh et al (or hereinafter "Ganesh") (US 6353828) in view of Klotz (US 6889159). 

As to claim 19, Ganesh teaches the claimed limitations: 

"a controller to: receive modification operations to modify plural base relations of 
a join view, the modification comprising modification operations to modify a first base 
relation of the join view, and modification operations to modify a second base relation of 
the join view" as (col. 3, lines 35-60); 

"re-order the received modification operations to avoid concurrent execution of 
modification operations of more than one of the plural base relations of the join view" as 
(col. 4, lines 15-45); 

"the re-ordering to cause modification operations on the first base relation of the 
join view to be scheduled for execution" as (col. 5, lines 55-62; col. 4, lines 45-67) 

Ganesh does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "and to cause modification 
operations on the second base relation to be queued for execution after completion of 
the modification operations on the first base relation". 

Klotz teaches Method 600 begins at step 610, by issuing a group of N write 
operations, each writing a block of test data patterns to corresponding blocks of 
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memory on the target device 560. Hence, N l/Os are pending immediately after the 
group of write operations is dispatched. At step 620, the test thread 522 waits for 
all the write operations in the group to complete. Thus, as the individual write 
operations complete, the number of pending write operations is reduced 
(from N to zero, when the last write operation is complete). As each write 
operation completes, the test thread de-queues the completed operation, so that 
a depth of the I/O queue 524 is fluctuating. At step 630, if the end-of-file or end of 
range is reached, a group of read operations is issued at step 640. As each read 
operation completes, the data patterns read from the target device are validated (i.e., 
compared to the test data patterns) at step 650 to test for data corruptions. At step 
660, the test thread 522 waits for all the read operations in the group to complete. 
Thus, as the individual read operations complete, the number of pending read 
operations will be reduced from N to zero (when the last read operation is completed) 
(fig. 6, col. 14, lines 60-67; col. 15, lines 1-20). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Klotz's teaching of executing read operations in the 
queue after write operations in queue are executed completely to Ganesh's system in 
order to prevent concurrent execution and increasing response time latency and further 
to load modification operations in queues for modifying tables in a database without 
conflicting or corrupting. 
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As to claim 20, Ganesh teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the controller is 
adapted to identify the modification operations on the second base relation as 
conflicting with modification operations on the first base relation in response to 
determining that the modification operations on the second base relation are modifying 
a different base relation of the join view than the modification operations on the first 
base relation" as (col. 10, lines 45-67). 

18. Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ganesh 
et al (or hereinafter "Ganesh") (US 6353828) in view of Klotz and further in view of Ngai 
et al (or hereinafter "Ngai") (US 657471 7). 

As to claim 21 , Ganesh teaches the claimed limitations: 

"determine that the modification operations on the first base relation modify 
distinct portions of the first base relation" as (col. 4, lines 50-60); 

"in response to determining that the modification operations on the first base 
relation modify distinct portions of the first base relation" as (col. 4, lines 45-67). 

Ganesh does not explicitly teach the claimed limitations "a first system and 
wherein the controller is adapted to open plural sessions with a database system 
separate from the first system, submit the modification operations on the first base 
relation through different sessions for concurrent execution in the database system". 

Ngai teaches in step 232 the number of sessions is determined. In one 
embodiment involving a licensed database system, the number of sessions is the 
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number of users who may use a database at one time according to the license for the 
database system. In another embodiment, the number of sessions is a system 
parameter determined during configuration to limit the number of concurrent 
users for performance reasons. The number of sessions is determined because the 
number of transactions executed concurrently by an instance, and consequently the 
amount of undo storage space used, is expected to depend on the maximum number 
of concurrent users (col. 14, lines 15-30). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Ngai's teaching of the number of sessions is 
determined. In one embodiment involving a licensed database system, the number of 
sessions is the number of users who may use a database at one time according to the 
license for the database system. In another embodiment, the number of sessions is a 
system parameter determined during configuration to limit the number of concurrent 
users for performance reasons. The number of sessions is determined because the 
number of transactions executed concurrently by an instance, and consequently the 
amount of undo storage space used, is expected to depend on the maximum number 
of concurrent users to Ganesh's system in order to allow resources to be recycled and 
allocated for new uses by other entities in a computer system, but also guarantee the 
resources are retained in a given state for consistent use by other entities, 
even after the entity terminates that first had the resource allocated and prevent 
network traffic when two transaction assigned in the same session. 
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19. Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ganesh 
et al (or hereinafter "Ganesh") (US 6353828) in view of Klotz and further in view of Lou 
(US 2005/0131966). 

As to claim 21 , Ganesh teaches the claimed limitations: 

"determine that the modification operations on the first base relation modify 
distinct portions of the first base relation" as (col. 4, lines 50-60); 

"in response to determining that the modification operations on the first base 
relation modify distinct portions of the first base relation" as (col. 4, lines 45-67). 

Ganesh does not explicitly teach the claimed limitations "a first system and 
wherein the controller is adapted to open plural sessions with a database system 
separate from the first system, submit the modification operations on the first base 
relation through different sessions for concurrent execution in the database system". 

Lou teaches transactions made during the database sessions (paragraph 0046). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Lou's teaching of transaction made during the 
database sessions to Ganesh's system to prevent network traffic when two 
transactions assigned in the same session. 

20. Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Ganesh 
et al (or hereinafter "Ganesh") (US 6353828) in view of Klotz and further in view of 
Findleton et al (or hereafter "Findleton") (US 2005/0108231 ). 



Application/Control Number: 10/767,681 Page 19 

Art Unit: 2162 

As to claim 22, Ganesh does teach explicitly the claimed limitation "a first 
system... grouping the modification operations on the first base relation into a 
transaction; submitting the transaction to the database system for execution". 

Ho teaches the actions performed on the database are grouped into a series of 
transactions (paragraph [0005]). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Ho's teaching of the actions performed on the 
database are grouped into a series of transactions to Ganesh's system in order to 
reduce the possibility of a deadlock between separate transactions. 

21 . Claim 23 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ganesh 
et al (or hereinafter "Ganesh") (US 6353828) in view of Klotz and further in view of 
Garth et al (or hereinafter "Garth") (US 6678701). 

As to claims 23, Ganesh does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "wherein 
the controller comprise a load utility to submit the modification operations to a database 
system". 

Garth teaches a load utility (col. 1, lines 60-65). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Garth's teaching of a load utility to Ganesh's system in 
order to execute all operations in a database without conflicting. 
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22. Claims 24-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ganesh et al (or hereinafter "Ganesh") (US 6353828) in view of Klotz and further in view 
of Garth et al (or hereinafter "Garth") (US 6678701 ), and Desai et al (or hereinafter 
"Desai") (US 6567816). 

As to claim 24, Ganesh does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "a 
continuous load utility". 

Desai teaches load utility have to extract the data from the columns in the record 
that correspond to the index key and then add such data to the index columns (col. 5, 
lines 45-50). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Desai's teaching of load utility have to extract the data 
from the columns in the record that correspond to the index key and then add such 
data to the index columns to Ganesh's system in order to extract the data from a 
database. 

As to claim 25, Ganesh does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "the load 
utility comprise a first load utility, and the controller comprises a second load utility to 
concurrently submit other modification operations to the database system". 

Garth teaches load utilities (col. 1 , lines 60-65). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Garth's teaching of a load utility to Ganesh's system in 
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order to load operations for scheduling executing all operations in a database without 
conflicting. 

23. Claim 26 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Ganesh 
et al (or hereinafter "Ganesh") (US 6353828) in view of Klotz and further in view of 
Garth et al (or hereinafter "Garth") (US 6678701), and Desai et al (or hereinafter 
"Desai") (US 6567816) and Papierniak et al (or hereinafter "Papierniak") (US 6151601). 

As to claim 26, Ganesh does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "plural 
platforms on which corresponding first and second load utilities are executable". 

Papierniak teaches platforms for corresponding to load utilities (abstract, col. 9, 
lines 15-20). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Ganesh's teaching of platforms for corresponding to 
load utilities to Ganesh's system in order to improve executing load utilities quickly 
without traffic. 

Conclusion 

24. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure 

Lawande et al (US 6882993). 
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25. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Cam Y T. Truong whose telephone number is (571 ) 
272-4042. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Firday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Breene can be reached on (571) 272-4107. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. / 
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